My colleagues and I are pleased to comment on the recent Focus article on art materials published in Environmental Health Perspectives [105:284-289 (1997) ]. We believe that it is important for creative individuals to be encouraged in their expression. The driving force behind an artists' quest for new and innovative means to express his or her creativity should not be unnecessarily impeded. On the other hand, a proper understanding of the materials and their hazards when used in the creation of art is necessary. Since the proper expression of likely risks is vitally important, we are concerned that individual examples may have been presented in a manner that makes them appear sensational or of concern beyond the risks expected. In particular, we believe that formula review and supervision by a toxicologist is a sound means to prevent harm to the public. Such supervision and review should be more widely practiced for a greater variety of materials.
The Under current regulations, namely LHAMA, the toxicologist (whether as a consultant or company employee) has been delegated the task of premarket approval, a role not unlike the FDA where drugs and medical devices must be assessed for safety and efficacy. Based on the information available, the toxicologist provides or confirms a label consistent with that knowledge. Where uncertainty exists, we often call on structure-activity relationship (SAR) and analogy for help. In this regard, the article references di(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP). While acutely nontoxic, DEHP, based on the results of chronic animal bioassays, is a known animal cancer risk. Based on an unstated similarity to DEHP, an alternative material identified as "untested complex glycol ethers" is suggested to present similar risks to DEHP. The impression is given that the untested replacement is labeled nontoxic due to a lack of data. It is also possible that the nontoxic label is based on the toxicologist's professional judgment and an understanding of its mechanism of action and not on a data gap. The subject and utility of SAR analysis and the risk posed by DEHP are subjects of considerable interest. It is our view that hazard posed to society by DEHP is small and the choice of an alternative may be forced more by a concern for market share and public relations image than by a concern for the avoided cancer hazard from this widely utilized polyvinyl chloride plasticizer. It is our view that artists should have the widest choice of materials. Such freedom of choice offers an outlet in the creative process and fosters the freedom of expression the artist seeks. 
